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harshness nor the extreme minuteness of the prescriptions result-
ing from their exegesis of the written Word would discourage
any but those conventional minds which were content with the
outward form.1
The rigours so long attributed to the Pharisees by scholars
like Nicolas, Renan, Albert Reville and de Pressense in France,
Schurer in Germany, and Charles in England, are the result of
too much reliance on the statements of the Gospels ; but the
labours of eminent Jewish scholars have at last given us a just
critical estimate.2 The Pharisees are no longer accused of crush-
ing spiritual religion under a load of minute observances, of
losing themselves in a waste of puerile and wearisome detail, or
of losing the essential spirit of the Law in their attachment to a
formal and hypocritical devotion.3 It is interesting to observe
the extent to which Nicolas was governed by prejudice. He
was too profound a scholar not to be aware of the discrepancies
between the statements of the Gospels and the evidence afforded
by the most reliable Jewish documents; hence he persuaded
himself that all the praiseworthy Pharisees lived before the time of
Jesus and that those who are supposed to have hindered his
work by their hostility had "fallen away from the virtues of their
fathers." It is only fair to add that Nicolas admitted the
existence of many honourable exceptions, but the general opinion
today is that it was rather the type of Pharisee caricatured in
the Gospels which was exceptional.
In fact, it is increasingly clear that the long-established
habit of looking upon the religion of Jesus as a reaction against
Pharisaism is erroneous. It was in reality the Christians who
edited the Gospel stories, who conceived the idea of setting up
the " hypocritical" Pharisees in such strong contrast to Jesus,
and their attitude is explained by the resistance which they
had encountered from Pharisaic orthodoxy in their own efforts
to win the support of the Jews.4 We shall see that, so far as
we can judge, the religion of Jesus appears to be consistent with
the general lines and even the spirit of Pharisaic religion, though
not with its outward form. No doubt their strict legalism and
the laboured casuistry which enforced it by wiiich it was imposed
1 J. Weill, L'essence du pharisalsme, in REJ, 1913, 9.
3 CCLXTI; CCLXm ; CCL ; Elbogen, Die Religionsanschammgen der
Pharisaer, Berlin, 1904, and the same author's Einige yieuere Theorien
iiber Vrsprung der Pharisaer und Sadduzaer, in Jewish Studies in memory
of I. Abrahams, New York, 1927, 135 jjf.
3	Cf. particularly CCC, i, 88 jff. ;   CCLXXX, 74.
4	GCCIE, i, 119, does admit that the Pharisees' opposition to Jesus was
not as intense or as unanimous as that of the Sadducees, but he nevertheless
insists that their outlook was thoroughly hostile.

